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ABSTRACT 

Tne relative and combined effects of short-term group 
brainstorming practice and video-tape training sessions on 
brainstorming performance were explored. Two hypotheses were tested: 
(1) under group and individual conditions, performance should improve 
with the use of a model of a well trained and experienced 
brainstorming group, group performance being likely to improve more 
because of the opportunity to identify with the model; and (2) a 
short-term practice session would enhance brainstorming performance, 
again particularly for groups. The 4 rules of brainstorming as 
described by Osborn (1957) were presented to a student sample . Their 
task was to generate ideas on possible change tactics in terms of the 
escalation of the Vietnam war, particularly relevant as Cambodia had 
been invaded very recently. With the criterion measure as the number 
of ditterent 1deas generated, the superiority of individuals over 
groups was clearly demonstrated, and the no-videotape condition 
performed better across all conditions, contrary to expectations. The 
effect of practice on performance, though positive, was not 
Significant. (KS) 
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Many studies, including Bouchard and Hove ( 1970), Bouehava (1969), 
Campbell, (1968), Dennette, Copbell end Janata (1953), end Taylor, Berxy, 
and Block (1958), have demonstrated the supexiouity of "nominal" grows 
ver real groups under brainstorming conditions. Bouchord £1569) conmented 
on the possibility that training wight impvove the performoncs of reel 
groups more then that of individuals. Acting on this possibility, we decided 
%o explore the relebive end conbdined effects of short-term group brainstorming 
practice and vyideo-tape training seseicns on bralastornming performance. 

Two hypotheses were generated as © result of this decisicn. me 
hypothesis was thas by providing group end individual conditions with e 
model of a well-trained, aud experlenced brainstorming group, performance 
should improve. Aleo, we felt thet the group condition would improve more 
then the individuel condition om the assunpticn that the wroune could, at 
the Least, identify more easily and canpletely with the model we had provided. 
The other hypothesis wes that a short-term practice session in group brain- 
storming would enhance performance, with group performaace olso iunproving 


lore chan individuel performance. This too was based on the assumption that 
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the period of group brainstorming practice could be more easily identified 


with by subjects in the group condition than by sniégjccts in the indiviceal 


condition. Also the practice period would "broak the ice” so to speak 
end hopefully overcome amy Initial reluctance of hesilency about the group 
situation. 

Cur procedures enabled us also to icck at some JIrolieaticns derived 
from suggestions by Dunnette et al (1964) that an cpiimal order fo: com- 
bining group and Individual york would be g:oup probic avlving Pollaved 
by individuel work. Bouchard (1959) shared under the conditicus of his 
study thes a combination of group work follcwved by tndividusi. srork ras 
not superior to individual work followed by individuel. work. Cur dcaign 
permitted us an opportunity to lcok at group follared by group versus only 
gxoup work and group followed by individual versus only individual work. 

Snother main consideration of owe study concerned air objections to 
the tasks that all the studies cited so for had used. In ovr judgrent they 
were all urtifical or hypothetical problens. Argyris (1968) detalicd sane 
of the unintended consequences that may oteur as & result of subjects’ 

Lack of exthusiaam for experimental research. He atated that the degree of 
thece consequences is a result of, aucng other things, the motivaticns o¢ 
the subject and the potency of the research--thet is, the involvement it 
requires of the subject. We decided to exert ease control over these factors 


by using a more relevant task. The relevancy was to be determined by our 


subjects. 

Cchar studies have used "reel-world” tasks in brainstoming stinektons: 
Veilsskop?-Joelson and Eliseo (1961) used a tesk involving the drentton of 
brand names for products stating that this was the problem area for which 
prainstoming was originally developed. Yet we questioned whether this task 


or similar ones would enhance either the relevancy as perceived by our subjects 
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or their degree of involvement in the problem. We just couldn b ecnvince 
ourselves that thinking up brand names vor cigars wor ld be viewed a3 a xrelc- 
vant task by cux subzect. We conziadced thet this type of tus wes no moe 
yelevrant chaa the four problems originally set forth ta the Pinnette et el 
(1563) study which teve provided the task content for the mages tty of subse- 
quent studies concerning breinstorming. 

Fortunately for our search for @ relevant tas: and unfort nately in 


many other respects. our governueni inaticuted the Camboiian imrasion in 


the spring of 1970. We conducted our se'sy Guring the "vecoastitusion period” 


that Pollored at the Univeryity of Catifornia, Bexseley. By explainicg to 
the subjects that their idees woulda eventually be mode areticbiz to «4 
psychology department "“think-tenk"., we were able to obtain a Large avuter 
of highly motivated subjects, the majority of whon were cuger and bamy to 
have en opportiaity to express their views Jn a meaning?zil and coustsintive 
rauner. The idee s.bmitted by cur subjects in fact were made available vo 
‘she aforementioned "think-tank". 

The subjects were 96 mete and female students who were participating 
on a voluntary basis. The students were randculy essigned to eight treat-~- 
nent cells ina?®sx 2x 2 ANOVA, Respectively, the factors were video-tape 
‘craining,, practice, and individuel versus group brainstorming. The E was a 
remeale research asnistant. 

Ail. subjecte wataheat a four-minute yideo-tape containing eivhey group 
ory individual brainsiorning instructions. These instructions follaved the 
Zormmat of Bouchard and Here (1970). For instance, the subjects in the in- 
dividuel conditions sar the folloving instructions being read: 

This is an experimental study of brainstorming. You heve probably 

never worked on 8 problem in this way, so 1 will go over the pro- 

cedure with you. This technique is a form of group interaction, 


which is used to facilitate the flor of idess. It ia widely used 
4m a large number of U.S. corporations, and is generally used when 
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new, unique, original and creative ideas ase desixed. The Pol- 

lowing rules are for groups. Yeu will be working alone. Howrever, 

T want you to apply these rules as best you can while working cn the 

problem. What we ere inter2stea in is whether or act on Jndivicual 

can brainstorm and hor he dogs it. The rules axvz as ¢cllaze: 

Then folloved the four majoxr vules of brainstowming as deseribed by Or- 
born (1957). The instructions were approprintely worded in a pimiles Peshica 
for the group condition. If the subjects vere to participate im the ?iin 


condition they then say the folloring being read: 


Yeu will now see a video-tepe of a well-trained cxjevicnced brain- 
storming group in action. 


The subjects in the film condition cuen sew a LO-iwiuite vidco-tape of 
a& sucothly functioning, ravld idea-gencrating brainstorming sroup working 
on the People problem described in Dunneste at al. (1063). After this video- 
tea,e all subjects were ksnded the following written instructions: 

Nasr we would like you to try the seme brainstomine technique 

you gay in the film. To eumnarize, the breinetoming procedure 

is as Pollavs: (Osborn’s Pour rules were repeated, ) 

If they were to perform in the individual condition they read the 
following: 

Instead of working in a group, we would Like you to brainstorm 

individually writing dom all your am ideas sand proceeding ac- 

cording to the brainstorming principles. The experimenter will 

rvermein present during the seasioa: Don't let this distrace you. 

If the subjects were to participate in the practice session they worked 
on the following problem for a period of 10 minutes followed by anotker 25 
minutes working on the same problem. If they were not in the practice 
session, they worked on the problem for a straight 25-minute period. The 
instructions were as follors: 

You will now have 25 minutes to work on the follaring problem: 

Given the current situstion of an escalation of the war and 

the widespread Intense reaction across this country, what can 

you as an individual. Go to effect change and what things would 

you change? Since this is en enotionally charged issue, it is 

especially difficult to keep fran making value jucgments, but 


please try to concentrate on generating new ideas rether than 
on criticism and evaluttion of the same idea. 
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Our criterion measure was the number of different iucas generatcd. 
Cur scorlug system was patterned after the comprehensive rules develcped 
by Bouchard (1970). As a check on the scoring system, a rejiability co- 
efficient for two scorers on a ranccon sample of 40 subjectea wes computed-- 


tt was .9%. Aga result, the ratings of only one scor:: were used. 


Results 

The data were analyzed using BMD O2V Avalysis of Varience for Fectorial. 
Design, Health Sciences Comouting Facility, UCLA. Resvics are presented 
in Tables 1, 2, aud 3. 

Once agein, the superiority of individuals over groups was clearly 
demonstrated, The other significant main effect vas due to the video-tape 
training. However, our hypothesis concerning the effect of such training 
was not confirmed. As Table 2 shows, the no video-tave condition performed 
better than the video-tape condition across ali conditions. Figure 1 shows 
that the groups were differentially helped by the video-vape, but only to 
che extent that thelr performance was not diminished as much as the jadividuel 
effort in the film condition. 

Che possible expianstion is that the video-tape model we provided 
was inappropriate Por both individuals and groups because it provided a 


picture of a “perfect” group which made no mistakes and functioned tco 
smooshiy. Our subjects may have felt that under the conditions of our 
experiment such a perfoxrnance was unettainable to then. The differential 
performance among individual conditions may have been due tc the added 
feeling of inappropriateness of brainstorming alone after watching a group 
performance. 


The effect of practice was not significant, although there was a 


tendency for the practice session to improve performance. It is interesting 
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to acte the results of the interaction between videc-tape and practice 

shown in Figure 2. Mote that the means are lower in both practice end 

no practice conditions under the video-tepe condition. In the no vidco- 

tape condition the effect of practice results in a much higher level. of por- 
formence. This tends to corroborate the trend noted carliex thet the neanetice 
session might be cf benefit but that the tenefictial cfrect is greatly reduced 
or confounded when presented after a video-tape model. 

It may be that the order of these two conditions--yideo-tape and 
practice--is important. In all treatments employing both variables the 
video-tape exposure preceded the practice seasion. Subjects may have felt 
after the practice seasicn that their performance did not match the video- 
tape performance and consequently did not perform as well during the experi- 
mental session. In the same vein, the subjects in the no video-tape condition 
had no way of knowing if their performance was good or bad and as a result 
were positively influenced by the practice session. 

Table 3 presents the cell means for each condition. As noted earlier, 
the main effect of practice was not significant and neither were the group- 
group vereus group or group-Individual versus individual conditions. Yet 
substantiating the trends noted earlier, the condition having the beat per- 
formance was the one having individuals brainstorm alone after a practice 
session without a video-tape session. 

Our attempt at enhancing group performence relative to individual per-~ 
formance was clearly unsuccessful. Yet our study did show that a combination 
of training methods may be less successful than only one method in certain 
problem solving situations. The experiment also raised severe doubts con- 


cerning the validity of using non~relevant tasks under group brainstorming 
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conditions. The general superiority cf "nominal" groups over veal ¢rcuns 
appears to be even more pronounced when the problem is real and wica movive- 


tion is high. 
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Table 1 


Analysis of Variance for Total Number of Different Tdeas 


Source of Variation af MS Ly 

Video-Tane (1) ; 522.67 6.45% 

Practice (2) 1, 170.67 2.11 

Structure (3) 1 8,970.67 110.69%%* 
12 3 504.17 6. 22itit 
3 n 468.17 5.78% 
23 1 8.17 0.10 
123 1 352.67 4.35 

Within Replicates 16 81.04 

Total 23 

* p< .05 

tp < 025 

itp < .O1 
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Table 2 


Marginal Means 


Variabic Cate zorLes 
Filan Fila 

Wo Filta 
Practice Practice 


Ifo Practice 


Structure Group 
Individual 


Means 


29.92 
39.25 


37-25 
31.92 


BR 
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Cell Numbers 


Videoutape 


iL. 


x 


x 


Table 3 


Cell sicans 


Practice ind. 
re 
Xx x 
x 
Xx 
x x 
x 


Celi. Mears 


ran ee 


16.33 
39.67 
13.67 
50,60 
18.33 
Th OF 
22.67 


e133 
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